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RECORD CF DECI SI ON
TAYLOR ROAD LANDFI LL SUPERFUND SI TE

DECLARATI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Tayl or Road Landfill Superfund Site
H | | sborough County, Florida

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPOSE OF RECORD OF DECI SI ON

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renmedial action for the Tayl or Road Landfill
Superfund Site, HIIsborough County, Florida, which was chosen in accordance with the

Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as
anended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), and, to the extent
practicable, with the National Q| and Hazardous Substances Pol | uti on Contingency Plan (NCP).
This decision is based on the Adm nistrative Record file for this site

The State of Florida, as represented by the Florida Departnment of Environmental Protection
(FDEP), has been the support agency during the Renmedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
process for the Taylor Road Landfill site. As the support agency, FDEP has provided input
during the process, in accordance with 40 CFR 300.430. Based upon conments received from FDEP
it is expected that concurrence will be forthcom ng; however, a fornmal |etter of concurrence has
not yet been received

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

If not addressed by inplenmenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD),
actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site may present an i nm nent and
substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

This remedy is the final action for the site. The function of this renedy is to reduce the
ri sks associated with potential exposure to contam nated ground water in the Floridan aquifer

The nmj or conponents of the selected renedy to be inplenented include

. The use of existing and future institutional controls to restrict construction of
new pot abl e-water wells that would extract water affected by the Tayl or Road
Landfil |

. Modi fication of the existing County ground water-nonitoring programto include

quarterly nmonitoring of a "ring" of existing and future nonitor wells placed with
the objective of better defining and encl osing the area of ground water exceeding
t he

Florida Primary and Secondary Drinking Water Standards and Mnimum Griteria

. Provi sion of County water service to human receptors (about 20 residences) within a
"ring" of nonitor wells and within a "buffer zone" that extends 270 ft outward from
the "ring"

. Conti ngent expansion of nonitor well "ring" and provision of County water to



addi tional receptors

. Natural Attenuation with contingent corrective action if nonitoring reveals that it
i s needed

STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ON

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnent, is cost effective, and
complies with federal and state requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and
appropriate to the renedial action. Because of site-specific conditions, EPA used the
flexibility provided in the NCP to set the point of conpliance with ground water Maxi num
Contami nant Levels at the perineter of an area containing all three of the adjacent Study Area
landfills. Landfill waste will be left in place; therefore, this renedy does not satisfy the
statutory preference for treatnent as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site in | evels above
health-based limts, a revieww ||l be conducted within 5 years after commencenent of the
remedi al action to ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protection of human
heal th and the environnent.

<I MG SRC 0495239A>
Richard D. Geen Dat e
Associ ate Director of Superfund
and Emer gency Response,
U.S. Environmental
Protecti on Agency,
Region IV
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RECORD OF DECI SI ON

SUMVARY COF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VE SELECTI ON
FOR THE TAYLOR ROAD LANDFI LL SUPERFUND SI TE,
HI LLSBORQUGH COUNTY, FLORI DA

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for the Taylor Road Landfill Site
(the Site), in HIllsborough County, Florida, chosen in accordance w th the Conprehensive

Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund
Anendnents and Reaut hori zati on Act of 1986 (SARA), and, to the extent practicable, with the
Nati onal Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the Administrative Record for the
Site.

1.0 SITE LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Site is located in eastern Hllsbhorough County, Florida, on County-owned property,
approximately 7 mles east of Tanmpa in the Seffner-Thonotosassa area (see Figure 1.1).
Interstate 4 borders the Site to the south, and Mango Road (State Route 579) borders the site to
the west (see Figure 1.2). The County property is 252 acres in size and contains three closed
landfills (Figure 1.2).

The 42-acre Taylor Road Landfill is located east of the 10.6-acre Florida Departnent of
Transportation (FDOT) Borrow Pit Landfill and southeast of the 64-acre Hillsborough Hei ghts
Landfill. Only the Taylor Road Landfill is on the National Priorities List (NPL). However,

ground water contam nation has noved well beyond the boundaries of the Taylor Road Landfill.
Accordingly, the two adjacent landfills were evaluated during the Renedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) to determine if they are contributing to ground water contam nation
Also within the 252 acres are five stormwater-retention basins, County maintenance facilities
and a community recycling collection center/refuse collection area. In the RI/FS, the entire
252 acres of County property, containing all three landfills, is referred to as the "Study
Area."

The land surrounding the landfills serves a variety of uses, including residential, comercial
and agricultural uses. The majority of area residents use well water

<I MG SRC 0495239B>
<I MG SRC 0495239C

2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES
2.1 LANDFI LL OPERATION

The three landfills were devel oped sequentially. The first, known as the Tayl or Road Landfill,

had been an FDOT borrow pit until it was pernmitted as a solid waste landfill for H |l sborough
County in 1975. The Taylor Road Landfill was not constructed with a liner or |eachate
collection system From May 1976 until February 1980, the County operated the Tayl or Road
Landfill, which was intended for the disposal of residential, comercial, and industrial refuse
A total of 620,000 tons was disposed of in the landfill. An unknown quantity of hazardous waste
is suspected to have been buried at this landfill. In the late 1970s, two events precipitated

t he devel opnent of capacity problens within the Taylor Road Landfill. One of these events was

the settling of a legal dispute with EPA by the Gty of Tampa, during which the city agreed to
close its incinerator by January 1, 1980. This event diverted an estinmated 790 tons of refuse
per day to the Taylor Road Landfill. At the sanme tine, another local landfill was closed

adding 490 tons of solid waste per day to the Tayl or Road Landfill disposal |oad. Because of



the discontinuation of the incinerator operation, waste generated fromarea hospitals, clinics
and other health providers also began to be buried at the Tayl or Road Landfill.

In February 1980, the Tayl or Road Landfill reached its capacity, and landfill operations were
noved to an adj acent 10.6-acre parcel known as the FDOT Borrow Pit Landfill. The Borrow Pit
Landfill was devel oped to operate as a high-rise sanitary landfill for residential, comercial
industrial, and agricultural wastes; dead aninals; and water treatnment sludge. The Borrow Pit
Landfill was constructed with a liner and a | eachate collection system and was operated by
Wast e Managenent, Inc., of Florida. The Borrow Pit Landfill was to serve as a tenporary site
pending the design, permtting, and construction of a proposed 200-acre landfill on the adjacent
property to the north. A total of 320,000 tons of waste was di sposed of in the Borrow Pit
Landfill.

The application to extend the Taylor Road Landfill was net by strong public opposition froma
nei ghbor hood group, later organi zed as the Tayl or Road G vic Association (TRCA). The

organi zation's petition to FDER (subsequently renanmed FDEP) charged that the County failed to
properly maintain the Site.

On January 21, 1980, FDER initially approved the pernmt with certain caveats, including FDER s

warni ng that |andfilling operations could not proceed should any determ nation be made that
ground water was bei ng contam nated by the existing Tayl or Road Landfill or the Borrow Pit
Landfill. Utimately, however, FDER rejected the 200-acre |l andfill expansion project, resolving

that no guarantee of an environnentally safe operation could be given, and that additiona
wast es deposited on the site would add to the existing potential hazards.

The County continued to use the Borrow Pit Landfill until Cctober 1980, when waste di sposa
operations were transferred to a third, 64-acre, property located north and west of the two
previous landfills. This property, known as the H |l sborough Heights Landfill, was constructed

and operated by Waste Managenent, Inc., of Florida.

The H |1 sborough Hei ghts Landfill was opened under energency order by FDER and occupied a
portion of the 200 acres that FDER previously had rejected. In the landfill's early nonths of
operation, infectious wastes fromhospitals, clinics, |aboratories, and doctors' offices were
anong the refuse disposed of there. The landfill renmined open for 4 years, until Cctober 1984,
when | and di sposal of wastes in that area of H |l sborough County was discontinued. The

H | 1 sborough Hei ghts Landfill was constructed with a liner and a | eachate coll ection system
Approxi mately 3,500,000 tons of waste was di sposed of in the Hllsborough Heights Landfill.

2.2 REGULATCORY RESPONSE

In October 1979, as part of a nationwi de programof ground water sanpling and anal ysis, EPA
tested nonitor wells and private wells in the Taylor Road Landfill Site area. Results of the
sanpling reveal ed the presence of volatile organi c conpounds (VOCs) and netals contamination in
site nonitoring wells and nunerous private wells. The hi ghest contam nant concentrations were
found within the site. Subsequently, EPA advised residents in the imediate vicinity of the
site to discontinue use of their wells. The County established a program of bottl ed-water
delivery to 95 residences within a specified radial distance of the Tayl or Road Landfill, and
authori zed the construction of County water lines to the affected areas. Further ground water
i nvestigations

reveal ed that a plume of VOCs at concentrations exceeding the acceptabl e drinki ng-wat er

st andards established under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) was migrating off-site into
residential areas. At one tine, nethane gas fromthe Tayl or Road Landfill was detected near
resi dences adjacent to the Site, in potentially explosive concentrations. In April 1980, water
delivery was



expanded to 180 homes and busi nesses. About 400 residences and busi nesses were eventual ly
connected to the County water supply.

In October 1980, EPA filed suit against the County under the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) and the SDWA, alleging the existence of ground water contam nation fromsolid and
hazardous waste. EPA sought injunctive relief and demanded the inplenentation of certain
operational and renmedi al neasures at the site. The conplaint also sought the abatenent of
hazards caused by nethane gas released at or attributable to the Taylor Road Landfill.

Because of the ground water contam nation, in Cctober 1981, EPA added the Tayl or Road Landfil

to the NPL of uncontrolled waste sites under the federal Superfund program The Tayl or Road
Landfill received a Hazard Ranki ng System score of 51.37, which qualified the Site for inclusion
on the NPL.

As EPA was devel opi ng adm ni strative procedures for the newy created Superfund program it
pursued cl eanup of the Site under RCRA, a previously established EPA programthat, in part,
control s hazardous waste nanagerment. Under a Consent Decree signed in Septenber 1983 by EPA
FDER, and the County, the County agreed to a 30-year nmintenance and environnental nonitoring
programgoverning all three landfills on County property. The decree specified requirenents for
the cap, cover, and drainage ditch, and for methane gas control. |In February 1984, the County
began installing nethane nonitoring wells around all three landfills in conpliance with the
Consent Decree, and comenced construction of a gas collection system cap, cover, and drai nage
systemat the Taylor Road Landfill. |In addition, the County installed a water supply systemto
serve residents in a specified area south of the landfills, and proceeded with a routine
sanpling program which is currently ongoing.

The County's routine sanpling program denonstrated that VOCs continued to appear in wells around
the Site. In 1986, EPAinitiated a Forward Pl anni ng Study under the Superfund programto
investigate all potential contam nant sources in the Taylor Road vicinity. |In 1987, EPA
initiated an area-wi de private well sanpling effort that used informati on gathered during the
Forward Pl anni ng Study and previous studies to investigate further possible sources of
cont am nati on

In Septenber 1987, EPA notified H |l sborough County and Waste Managenent, Inc., that they were
potentially responsible parties (PRPs) relative to the Taylor Road Landfill site, and inforned
themof their opportunity to participate in the RI/FS to be performed under Superfund. Both
PRPs requested that EPA investigate additional PRPs. In addition, they asked to review EPA s
ground water study before they were to conduct negotiations for the perfornance of the RI/FS

In 1988, EPA contracted CDM Federal Prograns Corporation (CDM to conduct a responsible party

search. Investigative activities during the next several years included the review and
conpi | ing

of docunents from State and County agencies and the issuing of information request letters. In
July 1992, Special Notice Letters were issued to approximately 45 PRPs presenting themw th the
opportunity to conduct the RI/FS. In February 1993, an Adm nistrative Order on Consent was

signed by EPA and 19 PRPs.

3.0 H GHLI GHTS OF COWUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

In accordance with Sections 113 and 117 of CERCLA, EPA has conducted community relations
activities concerning the Site to ensure that the public remains inforned of activities at the

Site.

Community concern in the Site area was noted first in 1979 by officials who received conplaints



of health problens. |In 1980, area residents organized in vocal protest to the County's proposa
to expand landfill activities. Area residents, who subsequently forned the TRCA, conplained to
State and County officials that the Tayl or Road Landfill had been poorly nmanaged and that their
wel | water had becone contam nated. The TRCA filed a fornal petition to FDER objecting to the
landfill expansion, attended neetings of the County Board of Conm ssioners, reviewed reports
prepared for and by the County, consulted w th hydrogeol ogi ¢ experts, conducted public protest
denonstrations, distributed |eaflets to Seffner area residents, and routinely nonitored the
landfill activities.

A community relations plan (CRP) was devel oped in 1989 and revised in 1993 to establish EPA' s
plan for community participation during renedial activities. A primary concern of residents in
the Site area continues to be current or future contam nation of their drinking-water wells.
They express concern that the nonitor well network currently in place nmay not detect periodic
contami nant mgration, and that, given the sinkhole activity seen in the Site area, it is
possible that the landfill bottonms will collapse into the aquifer and cause w despread
cont am nat i on

In Decenber 1993, EPA approved the TRCA's application for a Technical Assistance Grant (TAG.
Congress included provisions in SARA to establish the grant programto pronote public

i nvol venent in the decisions nade on site-specific cleanup strategi es under Superfund. The TRCA
has used the grant funds to hire a technical advisor to help it understand and have input into
the RI/FS process. The comunity group's technical advisor has attended several RI/FS pl anni ng
neetings and has hel ped the group to generate comments on draft versions of various RI/FS
docunents. Many of these comments have been incorporated into or considered in the fina
docunent s.

Fol | owi ng conpl etion of the RI/FS, a Proposed Plan fact sheet was nmiled to | ocal residents and
public officials on July 14, 1995. The fact sheet detailed EPA's preferred alternative for
addressing the Site contamination. Additionally, the Admnistrative Record for the Site, which
contains site-related docunents including the Rl and FS reports and the Proposed Pl an, was nade
avail able for public review at the information repository located in the Thonot osassa Public
Library. A notice of the availability of the Adm nistrative Record for the Tayl or Road Landfil
site was published in the Tanpa Tri bune on July 16, 1995

EPA held a public neeting on July 27, 1995, at the Evans Park Comunity Center to discuss the
remedi al alternatives under consideration and to answer any questions concerni ng the proposed
plan for the Site. A 30-day public coment period was held fromJuly 17, 1995, to August 16,
1996, to solicit public input on EPA's preferred alternative. EPA s response to each of the
comrents received at the public nmeeting or during the public comment period is presented in the
Responsi veness Summary provided in Appendi x A of this ROD.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

Remedi ation at the Site will address the ground water. The Floridan aquifer is the source of
drinking water for a |large nunber of local residents. A variety of site-related chem cals pose
the Site's principal threat to hunan health and the environnent because of the risks associated
with possible ingestion or dernal contact. The cleanup objectives of the selected renedy are to
prevent current or future exposure to contam nated ground water through provision of County
water to residents and through natural attenuation or active treatnent of ground water shoul d
future conditions indicate that it is necessary.

5.0 SUMWARY COF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The followi ng summari es of site characteristics are excerpts or summaries of information from



the Final Renedial Investigation Report by ERM South Inc. (ERM, which is available in the site
repositories.

5.1 TOPOGRAPHY AND SURFACE DRAI NAGE

The Tayl or Road Landfill Study Area is located within an internally drained portion of the Polk
Upl and karst escarpnent that has been called the Brandon Karst Terrain. The Study Area is on a
smal | ridge that extends northward fromthe Brandon Karst Terrain. |In the vicinity of the Study

Area are sinkhol es, headl ands of snall drai nage systens, and distinctive hills that represent
the accurnul ation of marine and coastal sands. According to U S. Geol ogical Survey (USGS)

t opogr aphi ¢ maps, the original land surface in the quarter section that includes the Study Area
extended froma | ow of approxi mately 45 ft above nean sea level (MSL) in the extrene

sout hwestern corner to a high of slightly nore than 125 ft above MSL in the small hill upon
which the landfill conpl ex has been devel oped

5.2 S| TE HYDROGEOLOGY/ HYDROSTRATI GRAPHY

Figures 5.1 and 5.2 show the relationship of lithostratigraphy and hydrostrati graphy at the
Study Area. The surficial aquifer is represented by the surficial sands el sewhere in the
Brandon area. At the Study Area, however, the sands are rarely saturated, and a conti nuous
surficial aquifer does not exist. The internediate confining systemis represented by the

resi dual clays and sandy clays of the Hawthorn Group. Because these clays re blocky and
contain pipes and |inestone pinnacles, mnor portions are shown to be connected to the
underlying Floridan aquifer. Because the internediate confining systemis not continuous at the
Site, the internediate aquifer is considered not to be present. The Floridan aquifer consists
of the Tanmpa Menber and underlying |inestones

An approximate position of the water table is shown in Figures 5.1 and 5.2. This position is
based on H || sborough County Departnent of Solid Waste (HCDSW data from Septenber 1992.
Septenber reflects the end of the rainy season and relatively high water-table positions. The
data suggest that water levels are within the clay section near the Site, and that seasona
wetting and drying of the clays occurs

The data clearly reflect the absence of a surficial aquifer at the Study Area. The Floridan
aqui fer is generally unconfined or very poorly confined. The clays of the internediate

confi ning

unit are apparently sufficiently perneable to show sone hydraulic connection with the Floridan
aqui fer.

The potentionetric surface of the Floridan aquifer for April 1990 is depicted in Figure 5.3.
5.3 SAWVPLI NG RESULTS

Leachate: The analytical results for | eachate indicate the presence of VOCs, semvolatile
organi ¢ conpounds (SVQCs), one pesticide, and inorganics. These sanples were collected from

| eachate chanbers that are not accessible for exposure; therefore, the | eachate results were not
further evaluated in the risk assessment. However, the |eachate results were used to eval uate
Site sources.

Surface Water and Sediments: The analytical results for surface water and sedi ments taken from
the Site infiltration ponds indicate that inorganics were detected in surface water, and that
VOCs, SVQCs, pesticides, and inorganics were detected in sedinments. The types and |evels of
chem cals present were determned during the Rl to be typical of other stormmater retention
basins in the area. Because these sanples were collected fromstormwater-runoff retention



basins, it is unlikely that human exposure to the basins woul d occur under current conditions
However, these nmedia may be accessible for exposure under future conditions. Therefore, surface
wat er and sedi nent data were eval uated during the hunman health risk assessnent. |n addition
surface water and sedi nent data were evaluated for potential inpacts to ecol ogical receptors.

G ound water: The ground water data selected for evaluation during the Rl were generated from
12 quarterly ground water-sanpling events conducted by the HCDSWfrom 1990 t hrough 1992, and
from sanpling conducted by ERM duri ng August and Septenber 1993. Figure 5.4 shows the |ocations
of monitor wells and sone private wells in the vicinity of the Site. Gound water sanples were
anal yzed for a list of parameters that included sel ected netals, physical paranmeters, nutrients,
and i norgani ¢ anal ytes

Data, both validated and qualified, that were reviewed are sunmmarized in Table 5.1, which shows
those organi c anal ytes and sel ected i norganics that were positively identified in at |east one
sanple. This table shows the range of detections (mnimum naxi rum and average) above the
sanpl e quantitation limt (SQ), the date on which the sanpl e produci ng the maxi num det ection
was

coll ected, the frequency of detection during each year of sanpling (defined as the ratio of

det ections above the SQ to the nunber of sanples collected), and the maxi num background
concentration levels (found in Wll 27-D). The average concentration was cal cul ated based on
detections only. Figure 5.5 shows the ground water analytical results for April 1993

<I MG SCR 0495239D>
<I MG SCR 0495239E>
<I MG SCR 0495239F>
<I MG SCR 0495239G



DETECTABLE ANALYTE

PURGEABLE CORGANI CS
1, 1- DI CHLORCETHANE
1, 1- DI CHLORCETHENE
1, 2- DI CHLORCBENZENE
1, 2- DI CHLORCETHANE
1, 3- DI CHLOROBENZENE
1, 2- DI CHLOROPRCPANE
1, 4- DI CHLORCBENZENE
CARBON DI SULFI DE
ACETONE
BENZENE
CHLOROBENZENE
CHLOROFORM
CHLOROVETHANE
DI BROMOCHL OROVETHANE
ETHYLBENZENE
METHYLENE CHLORI DE
TETRACHLORCETHENE
TOLUENE

rans-1, 2- DI CHLORCETHENE
ci s-1, 2- DI CHLORCETHENE

STYRENE
TR CHLORCETHENE
VI NYL CHLORI DE
XYLENES ( TOTAL)

M ni mum Maxi mum Aver age

o
i

NNRRRRERE-

192
279
198

45

279
12
5.3

18

54
145

82
135
45

180
105
85

N WN
oOFr N

FRSEEE SIS
PPRPOUINOOW®

(631 w w
H © N [CS N

12

Sanpling Date

of Maxi mum

4/ 90
1/ 90
7/ 90
7/ 91
11/91
7/ 91
4/ 91
11/ 91
4/ 91
1/ 90
10/ 92
4/ 90
8/ 93
10/ 90
7/ 91
1/ 90
4/ 90
7/ 91
1/ 90
8/ 93
7/ 91
10/ 92
4/ 90
7/ 91

Table 5.1

OCCURRENCE AND DI STRI BUTI ON OF CHEM CALS | N GROUNDWATER
TAYLOR ROAD LANDFI LL STUDY AREA
H LLSBORQUGH COUNTY, FLORI DA

CONCENTRATI ON( ug/ | )

Frequency of Detection(1)

1990

65/ 104
28/ 104
25/ 104
7/ 104
1/ 104
13/ 104
26/ 104
0/ 104
4/ 104
29/ 104
4/ 104
1/ 104
0/ 104
1/ 104
1/ 104
10/ 104
44/ 104
4/ 104
51/ 104
NA
0/ 104
56/ 104
28/ 104
6/ 104

1991

33/ 78
21/ 78
12/ 78
2/ 78
1/ 78
7178
20/ 78
2/ 78
18/ 78
7178
4/ 78
0/ 78
0/ 78
0/ 78
3/ 78
5/ 78
13/ 78
2/ 78
29/ 78

1/ 78
28/ 78
16/ 78
8/ 78

1992

47/ 88
31/ 88
14/ 88
0/ 88
1/ 88
11/ 88
13/ 88
0/ 88
4/ 42
10/ 88
7/ 88
0/ 88
0/ 88
0/ 88
1/ 88
14/ 88
18/ 88
4/ 88
7/ 88

0/ 88
43/ 88
23/ 88
1/ 88

1993

5/ 6
4/ 6
3/6
0/ 6
0/6
1/6
3/6
0/ 6
0/6
2/6
1/6
0/ 6
1/6
0/6
0/ 6
1/6
2/6
2/6
2/ 6
4/ 6
0/6
4/ 6
3/6
0/ 6

Feder al
MCL (2)

Maxi mum
i n Background
(vl 27-D)

600
600

75

100
100

700

1000
100
70
100

10000

Fl ori da DER
G oundwat er
Qui dance (3)

7**
600**
3**

5**
75%*

1**
100**

6****

2. 7****
1****
700%*/ 130***
5**

3**
1000**/ 40%**
100%*
70%*
100 *

3**

1**
10000**/ 20***

USEPA Region |11 (4,5)
Ri sk Level HQ=0. 1
=1E- 06
81
0. 044
37
0.12
53
0. 16
0.44
2.1
370
0. 36
3.9
0.15
1.4
0.13
130
4.1
1.1
75
12
6.1
160
1.6
0. 019
1200

COPC (6)

Z<<ZK<K<K<K<K<K KK <Z<XZZ<<Z2<<<=<



SELECTED | NORGANI CS

ARSEN C 3.7 3.7 3.7 8/ 93 NA NA 0/ 13 1/6
BARI UM 14. 2 221 97 8/ 93 NA NA 1/13 4/ 6
CADM UM 5 5 5 4/ 92 NA NA 1/13 0/6
CHROM UM 11 11 11 4/ 92 NA NA 1/13 0/6
COPPER 200 200 200 1/91 0/ 16 1/5 0/11 0/ 6
LEAD 1.3 13 4.5 4/ 92 NA NA 3/13 6/ 6 2
MANGANESE 12. 4 2380 320 8/ 93 5/ 12 2/5 6/ 20 3/6 311
MERCURY 0.2 42.3 4.5 7/ 90 60/ 104 12/29 27/ 59 0/6 2
NI CKEL 40.7 95. 4 68 8/ 93 NA NA NA 2/ 6
NI TRATES 30 38700 5200 1/ 90 94/ 104 23/ 26  44/62 3/6 4460
SELENI UM 2 2 2 8/ 93 NA NA NA 1/6
VANADI UM 53.7 53.7 53.7 8/ 93 NA NA NA 1/6
ZINC 10 403 64 1/91 8/ 12 4/ 5 5/ 13 1/6 159

Source: CDM - BRA
IOTES:

Frequency of detection = # of detections/# of sanples.

MCL = Maxi mum Cont ami nant Level. * - Value for lead is an action |level. EPA Decenber 1993.

Fl ori da Department of Environnental Regul ati ons G oundwater Qui dance Concentrations. June 1994.

** - Primary Standard. *** - Secondary Standard. **** - Quidance Concentrati on.

USEPA Region Ill - Risk-based Concentrations for lap water. January 7, 1994.

HQ = Hazard Quotient.

COPC = Chem cal of Potential Concern. Y = Yes. N= No. N = Not selected as a COPC, because the chem cal

50
2000

100

15*

100

10000
50

50* *
2000**
5* *
100**
1000***
15*
50* * %
2* *
100**
10000**
50* *

5000**

was not detected or detected at a | ow

. 038

requency in the wells selected for the risk assessment. N* = Concentrations detected in wells selected for the risk assessnent did not exceed two tines

he background concentrati on.
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1.1
260
1.8
3700
140

18
1.1
73
5800
18
26
1100
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6.0 Baseline R sk Assessnent Summary

A baseline risk assessment was conducted by CDM Federal Prograns Corporation for EPA. The
basel i ne ri sk assessnent provides the basis for taking renedial action, and indicates the
exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the renedial action. It indicates the risks that
could exist if no action were taken at the Site. This section of the ROD reports the results of
the baseline risk assessnent conducted for the Site.

6.1 CHEM CALS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN

Specific chemcals of potential concern (COPCs) were selected if the results of the risk
assessnent indicated that they mght pose a significant current or future risk or mght
contribute to a significant cunulative risk. OCOPCs were determned for ground water as well as
for surface water and sedinment fromthe on-site surface-water-retention ponds

COPCs for ground water were selected fromthe |ist of detected chem cals by conparing detected
concentrations to federal and state drinki ng-water standards and gui dance concentrations, action
level s, EPA Region Il risk-based concentrationsl, and Site background concentrations. In

addi tion, frequency of detection also was considered. Inorganic and organic chem cals detected
in ground water were selected as COPCs if their nmaxi mum concentrations exceeded federal Ms,
maxi mum cont am nant | evel goals (MCLGs), and action levels; Florida Primary Drinking Water
Standards; or EPA Region 111l risk-based concentrations for tap water. The Region Il risk-based
concentrations are derived for carcinogens based on a risk level of 1E-06 and for noncarci nogens
based on a hazard quotient (HQ of 1.0. Because simultaneous exposure to nultiple chemcals is
possi bl e, the risk-based concentrations for noncarci nogens were adjusted to an HQ of 0.1, and
these values were used in the selection of COPCs. Inorganics were not selected as COPCs if the
maxi mum concentration did not exceed two tines the background concentration. In addition
inorganics that are essential nutrients or that are normal conponents of human diets, such as
cal cium iron, nagnesium and potassium were excluded from consideration as COPCs. These
inorganics are essential nutrients, for which no toxic effects are known at any rel evant dosage
level. Table 5.1 indicates the chemicals that were selected as COPCs for ground water

Because no background sanples were collected for surface water or sedi nent, and because no
ri sk-based concentrati ons for human exposure are avail able, no detected conpounds except
essential nutrients could be elimnated as COPCs.

1 Region Il risk-based concentrations are derived for carcinogens based on a risk |evel of
1E-06 and for noncarci nogens based on a hazard quotient of 0.1

6.2 HUVAN HEALTH RI SKS
6. 2.1 Exposure Assessnent Summary

In the risk assessnent, landfill waste is considered to be a chemi cal source, drinking water
well's screened in the Floridan aquifer are considered to be exposure points, and ingestion of
ground water and inhal ation of volatiles released fromground water are considered to be the
feasible routes for human exposure. Exposure to ground water is considered possible under both
a current-use scenario and a future-use scenario. The potential receptors for the current and
future scenarios are child and adult residents, and adult workers.

The pat hways for |eachate and surface water and sedi nent exposure are not considered to be
conpl ete under current conditions. Leachate collected fromthe collection chanbers is not
consi dered an exposure nedi um because | eachate chanbers are enclosed and are not accessible for



exposure. As part of the site investigation, the side slopes of all three landfills were
inspected for | eachate seeps. No |eachate seeps or areas of noist soil were observed that woul d
i ndi cate | eachate seepage

Sedi nents and surface water in the five stormnwater retention basins are not |ikely exposure

poi nts under current conditions. The water depths in the retention basins are shallow, ranging
fromO to 3 ft, except during periods of heavy rainfall. The ponds occupy about 12 acres, and
are fed by a systemof concrete-lined, open drainage ditches that collect surface-water runoff.

The current-use exposure pathway was eval uated for residents and workers potentially using
private supply wells. Because no current exposure to ground water occurs within the Study Area,
the nonitor wells that were used to assess exposures under the current-use scenario are | ocated
in the residential areas downgradient fromthe Study Area

In the future, existing supply wells might becone affected by the chem cal plune, or new supply
wells mght be installed within the chemcal plune within or near the Study Area. Therefore,
wel I's near the contami nation source were used to assess resident and worker exposure to ground
wat er under a future-use scenario. A so under the future-use scenario was an assessnent of
potential exposure of a child resident to surface water and sedinent.

6.2.2 TOXICA TY ASSESSMENT SUMVARY

Toxicity assessnment is a two-step process whereby the potential hazards associated with
route-specific exposure to a given chemcal are (1) identified by review ng rel evant hunman and
animal studies; and (2) are quantified through anal ysis of dose-response rel ati onships. EPA has
conduct ed nurerous toxicity assessnents that have undergone extensive review w thin the
scientific coommunity. EPA toxicity assessnents and the resultant toxicity values are used in
the baseline evaluation to determ ne both carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks with each COPC
and

route of exposure

The risk assessnent draws carci nogeni ¢ and noncarci nogenic toxicity informati on fromEPA s
Integrated Ri sk Information System (IR'S) for each COPC to characterize site-specific risk

6.2.3. R SK CHARACTERI ZATI ON

In the final step of the baseline risk assessnent, human intakes for each pathway of exposure
are integrated with EPA reference toxicity values to characterize risk. Carcinogenic and
noncar ci nogeni c effects are characteri zed separately.

To be considered in EPA's target risk range for Superfund cl eanups, the increased risk of cancer
to an exposed individual from COPCs should be no greater than a range from1 additional case in
10,000 (1 x 10-4) to 1 in 1,000,000 (1 x 10-6). Lifetine cancer risks and noncancer risks were
cal cul ated under the current-use and future-use scenarios. The results of these cal culations
are presented in Table 6.1. for current exposure, carcinogenic risks all are below or within
EPA' s target range. However, potential future use of ground water by on-site workers or on-site
resi dents poses unacceptable risks (i.e., risks greater than EPA's target range for Superfund

cl eanups) .

For chemical s causing harnful effects other than cancer, EPA calculates an HQ for each COPC that
is based on risks of deleterious effects caused by the chemcal during a lifetinme. EPA then adds
the H® for each COPC to calculate a hazard index (H). |If the H is greater than 1, then sonme
cl eanup action nmay be warranted. For the current-use scenario, the H does not neet or exceed

1. However, if contami nated on-site ground water were to be used, the H would be greater than



1 (see Table 6.1).

For those pathways with risks exceeding 10-4, the carcinogens with risks exceeding 1 x 10-6 and
noncar ci nogens with Hgs exceeding 0.1 are identified as "contam nants of concern", and are
listed in Table 12 of the Baseline R sk Assessnent.

If not addressed by inplenmenting the response action selected in this ROD, actual or threatened
rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site nmay present an i nmnent and substantia
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.



Table 6.1

SUMVARY OF CANCER AND NONCANCER RI SKS BY EXPCSURE ROUTE
CURRENT AND FUTURE USE SCENARI CS
TAYLOR ROAD LANDFI LL STUDY AREA
H LLSBCROUGH COUNTY, FLORI DA

EXPCSURE Chi |l d Resi dent Adul t Resi dent Li feti me Resident Adul t Wer ker
(Child + Adult)
ROUTE Cancer Hi Cancer HI Cancer HI Cancer Hi

CURRENT USE SCENARI O

G oundwat er

I ngesti on 3E-05 0.4 4E- 05 0.2 7E- 05 0.6 2E-05 0.1
I nhal ati on of VOCs 8E- 06 0.01 1E-05 0. 006 2E-05 0.02 5E- 06 0. 002
TOTAL 3E-05 0.4 5E- 05 0.2 9E- 05 0.6 2E-05 0.1

FUTURE USE SCENARI O

G oundwat er

I ngesti on 9E- 04 7 1E- 03 3 2E- 03 10.0 6E- 04 1
I nhal ati on of VOCs 2E- 04 0.8 3E- 04 0.3 5E- 04 1.1 1E-04 0.1
TOTAL 1E- 03 8 1E- 03 3 2E- 03 11 7E- 04 1
Sur face Water

I ngesti on NA 0. 005 NA NA NA NA NA NA
Der mal Absorption NA 0.09 NA NA NA NA NA NA
TOTAL NA 0.1 NA NA NA NA NA NA
Sedi ment

I ngesti on 3E-07 0.01 NA NA NA NA NA NA
Der mal Absorption 1E- 05 0.6 NA NA NA NA NA NA
TOTAL 1E- 05 0.6 NA NA NA NA NA NA

H Hazard | ndex
VQCs Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds
NA Not Applicable

Source: CDM - BRA



6.4 SUMVARY OF ENVI RONVENTAL ASSESSMENT

The baseline risk assessnent presents a prelimnary environnmental assessnent for the Tayl or Road

Landfill site. The assessnent summarizes for the Study Area and vicinity, the types of habitats
present, the domi nant species of flora and fauna present, and any possible habitats for
endangered and threatened species. In addition, the environnmental assessnent has qualitatively

eval uated the potential effects of Site contam nants on significant receptor popul ations.

The Study Area is characterized primarily as disturbed grasslands containi ng nannade retention
basi ns surrounded by an area of commercial /residential devel opnent containing snall ponds and
springs. The Study Area originally consisted of high pine, sandhill comrunities. Pockets of
the original high pine communities remain in the vicinity of the Study Area, characterized
primarily as Turkey Qak Barrens or Turkey Qak Sandhills.

Al though a variety of flora and fauna nay be found in the 1.5-mle radius of the area, and

possi bly may include-federal - and state-listed species and state speci es of special concern, the
i mredi ate area surrounding the three landfills is not likely to serve as a significant habitat
for these species. However, wading birds, snmall anphibians and reptiles, and nanual s nay use
the stormmater-runoff-retention basin as a water source and intermttent foraging area

Metal s, inorgani c conpounds, and organi c conpounds were detected in the surface water of one
retention basin, and in the sedinments of the retention basins--primarily in the southeastern
basin. During the renedial investigation, a review of a recent USGS study of regional urban
retention basins was conducted, which suggested that sone of these conpounds are likely to be
related to non-Site sources. The maxi numconcentrations of a |limted nunber of contam nants
exceeded Region 1V screening values for surface water and sedi nents. These exceedances of
screeni ng val ues do not necessarily equate to adverse inpact, but indicate that, under a
conservative evaluation, a potential for inpact to pelagic aquatic biota and benthic organi sns
is suggested. OQverall, the environnental assessnent indicated that site-rel ated conpounds are
unlikely to significantly affect receptors.

7.0 DESCRI PTI ON OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

The following alternatives for renediati on were evaluated in the FS

. Alternative 1: No Action
. Alternative 2: Prevent Human Exposure to Contami nated G ound water
. Alternative 3: Collect and Treat Ground water at Point of Conpliance on a

Conti ngent Basis
. Alternative 4: Collect and Treat Ground water at Landfill Perineter
7.1 ALTERNATI VE 1: NO ACTI ON
The "no action" alternative provides a baseline for conparison with other alternatives. The "no
action" assunmes that no additional work will be required at the site to address the ground
water. Previous work to close the landfills included construction of a cap, a cover, and a
drai nage ditch, and of nethane-gas-control systens for all three landfills, and the

i npl enentati on of |ong-term nmai ntenance and nonitoring prograns.

7.2 ALTERNATI VE 2: PREVENT HUMAN EXPOSURE TO CONTAM NATED GROUND WATER



This alternative enconpasses two broad nmeasures to prevent human exposure to ground water having
constituents in concentrations exceedi ng Florida drinking-water standards. |In addition, this
alternative relies on the natural processes of attenuation to reduce constituent concentrations.
These conponents of Alternative 2 are described in the followi ng sections.

7.2.1 Measures to Prevent Human Exposures Under Alternative 2

Measure 1: Use existing and future institutional controls to restrict constructi on of new
pot abl e-water wells that would extract water affected by the Taylor Road Landfill.

H || sborough County owns the various properties that constitute the Study Area. Under
Alternative 2, the County would use its authority to wite covenants into the deeds of these
properties that would restrict the County and any future property owners from constructing
potabl e-water wells in the Study Area. For properties not owned by the County but near the
Study Area, the followi ng, very explicit, regulatory neasures currently are in effect to
restrict the construction of new potabl e-water wells:

1. the 1983 RCRA Consent Decree, which requires all new residential buildings in an area to the
south of the Study Area to be connected to the County water supply; and

2. establishnent in 1991 of a delineated area in accordance with FAC Chapter 62-524, which
restricts the issuance of permts for new potable-water wells within an area extending
500 ft fromthe County property boundary.

Measure 2: Provide water fromthe County supply to residences surrounding the Study Area.

Under Alternative 2, water would be supplied to residents by the County. Residents would not be
responsi bl e for hookup costs or inpact fees. However, residents would be responsible for water-
usage fees. A detailed search would be required to | ocate residences south of Interstate 4 not
connected to the County water supply. |In addition, because hookup to County water woul d occur
on a voluntary basis, a nechanismwould be required to informthose buyers of residences whose
previ ous owners refused to accept County water. How best to informsuch buyers is a conpl ex
question, and could involve various options, including the subnmittal of notices acconpanyi ng
annual real-estate-tax bills.

<I M5 SCR 0495239I >

7.2.2 Contingent and Nonconti ngent Approaches to Prevent Human Exposures Under Al ternative 2
Alternative 2 has been subdivided into the followi ng contingent and nonconti ngent approaches.
Alternative 2a: Noncontingent Approach

Under the noncontingent approach, County water service would be extended in the near future to
specific areas surrounding the Study Area, regardl ess of whether the ground water contani nant
plurme is enlarging. These areas would be bordered by H ghway 92 to the south, Pruett Road to
the north, Black Dairy Road to the west (including its projection south of Interstate 4), and a
l'ine

trending fromnorth to south, 2,000 ft east of Taylor Road. Approximately 490 residences woul d
be connected to the County water supply under this approach. The total capital installation
costs under alternative 2a are estimated to be $4, 560, 000.

Alternative 2b: Contingent Approach



Under the contingent approach, County water service would be extended to replace private wells
contingent upon determ nation that (1) the plune of contam nants exceeding Florida

drinki ng-water standards is enlarging and that (2) those private wells would be affected by the
enlarging plune. This approach would enploy quarterly nonitoring of a ring of wells surroundi ng
the Study Area. Confirnmation of an exceedance of Florida guidance concentrati ons at one of
these wells would require the provision of County water service to owners of potentially

t hreat ened downgradi ent wells. The total capital installation costs under alternative 2b are
estimated to be $2,240, 000.

A critical conponent of this approach is the determ nation of potentially threatened
downgradi ent wells. The Feasibility Study established a 270-ft "setback" fromthe ring of
nmonitor wells (Figure 7.1), which takes into account the rate of ground water mgration, the
tinme necessary to sanple the nonitor wells, and the tinme necessary to provi de the owners of
potentially threatened wells with County water

Thi s approach assunes the installation of four new nonitoring wells:
. one additional nonitoring well northeast of the Study Area;

. two additional nonitoring wells to the south-one | ocated approxi mately m dway
bet ween existing wells F-3 and F-4, and one approxi mately m dway between existing
wells TR-2 and F-3; and

. one additional nonitor well |ocated between 30d and F-1

When begi nning inplenentati on of this approach, County water would be provided to all residences
within 270 ft fromthe nonitoring ring. About 20 existing residences are estinated to be
located within the 270-ft setback--about five along Mango Road to the west, about ten al ong
Tayl or Road to the east, and about five south of Interstate 4. |f an exceedance were reported
and confirnmed, then the nonitoring ring would require expansion, and the 270-ft setback al so
woul d be expanded accordingly. Residents outside the original 270-ft setback, but within the
expanded setback, woul d be provided with the County water service. To provide County water
service within the desired response tinme of approximately 1 nonth, the existing County

wat er - supply network woul d require expansion before this approach is inplenented

7.2.3 Role of Natural Attenuation in Preventing Human Exposures Under Alternative 2
Florida regulations require that ground water neet drinking-water standards at the property

boundary. Contouring interpolation indicates that sone exceedances nmay be present within short
di stances to the south and east of the property line (Figure 7.1). Al so, a parcel of privately

owned property protrudes between the Tayl or Road Landfill and the County-owned property around
the East Basin, west of Taylor Road. A well on this private parcel (well 28d) has periodically
reported concentrations of vinyl chloride above Florida drinking-water standards. This well is
upgradi ent of the Taylor Road Landfill; vinyl chloride is present in the well as a result of the

natural degradation of other organic conpounds in conbination with vapor-phase transport.

Natural attenuation now accounts for a decline in constituent concentrations in nmonitor wells

al ong the boundary of the Study Area. To neet the applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirenents (ARARs), Alternative 2 relies on the degradati on process, together w th other
attenuation processes. These processes should reduce the concentrati ons of organic constituents
to levels that neet Florida requirenents.

7.3 ALTERNATI VE 3: COLLECT AND TREAT GROUND WATER AT PROPERTY BOUNDARY ON A CONTI NGENT BASI S



Alternative 3 consists of all conponents of Aternative 2b, plus the collection and treatnent of
ground water on a contingent basis fromalong the property boundary south of the Tayl or Road
Landfill. Aternative 3 also relies on the natural attenuation that now accounts for a decline
in concentrations in wells along the boundary of the Study Area. However, ground water
nmonitoring shows that this attenuation trend has reversed (that is to produce consistently
increased off-site mgration of contam nants exceeding the renediati on goals), then extraction
wel l's woul d be constructed and operated. |If this were to occur, then Alternative 3 would be
directed toward collecting and treating contam nated ground water. |t would control ground
water flow at the property boundary and woul d reduce concentrati ons of chem cal constituents
there to acceptable levels. In addition to inplenentation of the ground water collection and
treatnent renedy, the integrity of the landfill cover should be investigated if the attenuation
trend were to reverse. The total cost of Alternative 3 if the active renediation is not
required is estinated at 2,240,000 (-the sane as for Alternative 2b). The total cost of
Alternative 3 if active renmediation is required is estimated at $7, 000, 000.

7.3.1 Trend Analysis of Data to Substantiate Attenuation

O critical inportance to Alternative 3 is an ongoing analysis of attenuation trends. A
determination in the future that the attenuation trend has reversed downgradi ent of the Tayl or
Road Landfill would trigger the installation and operation of the two extraction wells and the
treatnent system This determ nation would be based on a statistical analysis of time-series
data, in which trends are conpared with performance criteria. The specific nmethods for
conducting such trend anal ysis would be defined in the design process. One possible set of
nmet hods is found in Appendi x C of the Feasibility Study.

7.3.2 Vinyl Chloride Upgradient of the Landfil

The ground water nonitoring programin the Study Area frequently reports el evated concentrations
of vinyl chloride in wells upgradient and crossgradi ent of the Taylor Road Landfill. G ound
water collection at the property boundary will not address these el evated upgradi ent
concentrations, which result fromnatural attenuation and vapor-phase transport. Concentrations
of vinyl chloride should decline through future attenuation to acceptable |evels. Renediation
aimed at controlling vapor-phase transport nay be necessary to reach renediation goals at the
property boundary, and would require further study.

7.3.3 Control of Vapor-Phase Transport

At this tine, it is difficult to deternmi ne how greatly the vapor-phase-transported constituents
are affected by the existing landfill-gas-collection (LFG system Mre data are needed to
determ ne the degree to which specific neasures could control gas mgration

7.4 ALTERNATI VE 4: COLLECT AND TREAT GROUND WATER AT LANDFI LL PERI METER

This alternative is intended to conply with the CERCLA policy of conpliance with Federa

drinki ng-wat er standards for ground water at the outer perineter of waste in the landfill.
Alternative 4 includes all conponents of Alternative 2b plus collection, treatnent, and di sposa
of ground water. Unlike Alternative 3, collection and treatnment of ground water is not on a
contingent basis. Continued nonitoring also is included. The total present-worth cost of
Alternative 4 is $10, 200, 000.

7.4.1 Vinyl Chloride from Vapor-Phase Transport

G ound water collection at the landfill perineter will not address the el evated concentrations
of vinyl chloride detected upgradient of the landfill. These concentrations result from



vapor - phase transport, and should decline in the future to acceptable | evels. Renediation of
vinyl chloride resulting fromvapor-phase transport, if necessary, would require further study.

8. 0 COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

A conparative analysis was perfornmed on the renedial alternatives devel oped during the FS, using
the nine evaluation criteria set forth in the NCP. The advantages and di sadvant ages of each
alternative were conpared to identify that alternative achi eving the best bal ance anong the nine
criteria. Evaluation criteria are defined in Figure 8.1. In the NCP, the first two criteria
are | abel ed "Threshold Criteria,"” relating to statutory requirenents that each alternative nust
satisfy to be eligible for selection. The next five criteria are |labeled "Prinary Bal anci ng
Criteria," and are the technical criteria upon which the detailed analysis is primarily based
The final two criteria are known as "Mddifying Criteria," assessing the public's and state
agency's acceptance of the alternative. Based on these final two criteria, EPA may nodify
aspects of the specific alternative

A summary of the relative performance of each alternative with respect to the nine eval uation
criteriais provided in the following subsections. A conparison is nade between each of the
alternatives for achi evenent of each specific criterion

8.1 OVERALL PROTECTI ON OF HUMAN HEALTH AND ENVI RONVENT

Al alternatives are protective of human health and the environnment to varyi ng degrees
Alternative 1 is protective under current-use scenarios, because no known points of hunan
exposure to ground water exist having concentrations in excess of Florida drinking-water
standards for constituents attributable to the Study Area. Future human exposure coul d occur if
property in close proximty to the landfills is devel oped w thout the provision of County water

Alternative 2 elimnates this possibility for future human exposure by using an existing
institutional nechanismto prohibit newwells on this property. Aternative 2a elimnates
future

exposure of current popul ation by providing for replacenent of residential wells in the
surroundi ng community with County water service. Alternative 2b offers County water to those
resi dents whose wells would be affected in the future if the ground water constituent plune were
to enlarge (as determned by quarterly nonitoring).

Sore |imted exposure may occur to those residents i mediately south of Interstate 4 who had
refused connection to the County water supply, and who continue to rely on donestic wells for
their water supply. However, the constituent concentrations in these areas are bel ow Fl ori da
drinki ng-water standards. Alternatives 3 and 4 address this potential |owlevel exposure
Alternative 3 depends on natural attenuation to reduce concentrations south of Interstate 4;
however, if the attenuation trend were to reverse, Alternative 3 provides for containnent of the
downgradi ent migration of constituents through use of a punp-and-treat systemat the Study Area
property line. Alternative 4 is the sane as Alternative 3, except that it provides for
collection and treatnent of ground water on a noncontingent basis, and that ground water is
collected along the perineter of the Taylor Road Landfill. Aternatives 3 and 4, however, could
increase the potential for sinkholes, which present unknown consequences.



Figure 8-1
GLCSSARY OF EVALUATI ON CRI TERI A

THRESHOLD CRI TERI A

Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environment - Addresses whether or not a renmedy
provi des adequate protection and descri bes how ri sks posed through each pathway are elim nated
reduced, or controlled through treatnent, engineering controls or institutional controls.

Conpl i ance with ARARs - addresses whether or not a renedy will neet all of the applicable or
rel evant and appropriate requirenents of other federal and state environnental statutes and/or
provi des grounds for invoking a waiver

PRI VARY BALANCI NG CRI TERI A

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence - refers to the nagnitude of residual risk and the
ability of a renedy to naintain reliable protection of human health and the environnent over
time once

cl eanup goal s have been net.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treatnent - addresses the anticipated
performance of the treatnent technol ogi es that may be enployed in a renedy.

Short-Term Effectiveness - refers to the speed with which the renedy achi eves protection, as
well as the renedy's potential to create adverse inpacts on hunan health and the environnent
that may result during the construction and inpl enentation period

Inmpl ementability - the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of a renedy, including the
availability of naterials and services needed to inplenent the chosen sol ution

Cost - includes capital and operation and nmi ntenance costs.
M2DI FYI NG CRI TERI A

State Acceptance - indicates whether the State concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on the
Proposed Pl an

Community Acceptance - the Responsiveness Summary in the appendi x of the Record of Decision
responds to public coments received fromthe Proposed Plan public neeting and the public
comrent

peri od and shows how the Agency used these comments to nake the renedy sel ection



8.2 COWPLI ANCE W TH ARARS

Alternatives 1 and 2 do not address the FDEP requirenent that ground water at the property line
shoul d satisfy Florida Drinking-Water standards. Continuance of natural attenuation should
result in the attai nment of drinking-water standards atthe property line. Aternatives 3 and 4
nmeet the FDEP requirenent for containment through natural attenuation or through treatnent of
ground water.

8.3 LONG TERM EFFECTI VENESS

The anmount of residuals is essentially the sane for all alternatives. Alternative 3 is
considered nore reliable than Alternative 2 because the forner provides a contingency in case
attenuation trends do not continue or other increases in contam nant mgration occur. Even so
the contingency is a punp-and-treat system (or equival ent innovative technol ogy to be decided),
estimated to be needed for 30 years, and perhaps for nuch longer. The reliability of
Alternative 3 is virtually equal to that of Alternative 4, even though the punp-and-treat
conponent of Alternative 4 is not provided on a contingent basis. This is because nonitoring
conducted as part of Alternative 3 would result in installation of a punp-and-treat systemif
and when needed. The punping involved in Alternatives 3 and 4 coul d i nduce sinkhol es, which
present unknown consequences.

8.4 REDUCTION OF TOXICI TY, MOBILITY, AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

Only Alternatives 3 and 4 include treatnent (treatment for alternative 3 is on a contingent
basis). The prinmary benefit of treatnment is a reduction in the nobility of chem ca

constituents

in ground water by containing themat the property line (Alternative 3) or at the landfil
perineter (Alternative 4). The treatnent addresses contam nated ground water, not the landfilled
waste; therefore, the relative reduction in volunme of waste is mnimal.

8.5 SHORT- TERM EFFECTI VENESS

Alternatives 1 and 2 do not involve any actions that would result in short-termexposure of the
community to landfill gas or contami nated ground water. Alternatives 3 and 4 are confined to
the Study Area, and are not anticipated to affect the community, because necessary air-pollution
controls would be included with the treatment operations. Sone exposures of workers coul d occur
under Alternatives 3 and 4, which would necessitate health and safety precautions. Alternatives
2 through 4 will each require approxi mately 2 years to inplement. For Alternatives 3 and 4,
this period excludes the operational period, which could continue for about 30 years after
construction

8.6 | MPLEMENTABI LI TY

None of the alternatives present a serious inplenentability issue, except possibly any
difficulty in ensuring that buyers of properties would be inforned if previous owners had
refused connection to the County water supply. How best to informsuch buyers is a conpl ex
question, and could involve various options, including the subnmittal of notices acconpanyi ng
annual real-estate-tax bills.

8.7 COBTS
The present-worth costs of each alternative are shown in the following list. The costs do not

include the estinmated future expense to the County for maintaining and nonitoring the Study
Area. This is budgeted at $700,000 for 1995, yielding a present-worth cost of $10, 800, 000 if



continued for 30 years. For purposes of calculating a present-worth cost, an effective di scount
rate of 5% was used.

The following are the conparative total present-worth costs for the alternatives (using an
di scount rate of 5% for 30 years).

Alternative Cost
Alternative 1: $0
Al ternative 2a: $4, 600, 000
Al ternative 2b: $2, 200, 000

Alternative 3 (if ground water $2, 200, 000
treatnment is not inplenented):

Alternative 3 (if contingent $7, 000, 000
ground water treatnment is

i npl enent ed) :

Al ternative 4: $10, 200, 000

8.8 STATE ACCEPTANCE

This criterion assesses the technical and adm nistrative issues and concerns that the state may
have regardi ng each of the renedial alternatives.

The State of Florida, as represented by FDEP, has been the support agency during the RI/FS
process for the Taylor Road Landfill site. As the support agency, FDEP has provided input
during this process in accordance with 40 CFR 300.430. Based upon conments received from FDEP,
it is expected that concurrence will be forthcom ng; however, a fornmal |etter of concurrence has
not yet been received.

8.9 COVWUN TY ACCEPTANCE

This criterion assesses the issues and concerns that the public may have regardi ng each of the
remedial alternatives. This criterion is addressed in the Responsiveness Summary (Appendi x A
of this docunent).

9.0 SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consi derations of the requirements of CERCLA, the NCP, the detailed analysis of the
RI/FS, the risk assessnent, and public and state comments, EPA has selected Alternative 3 as the
appropriate renedy for the Taylor Road Landfill Site. Alternative 3 consists of institutional
controls, provisions to prevent human exposure to contam nated ground water (as described under
Alternative 2b), natural attenuation, and provisions for active treatnent of ground water, or

ot her appropriate contai nnent nethods, should future nonitoring reveal that it is necessary.
This section outlines the conponents and objectives of the selected renedy and includes several
nodi fications and details not in the Feasibility Study or section 7.4 of this ROD.

9.1 MAJOR COVWPONENTS OF THE REMEDY

9.1.1 Institutional Controls



. The use of existing and future institutional controls to restrict construction of
new pot abl e-water wells that woul d extract water affected by the Tayl or Road
Landfil |

Hi | |1 sborough County owns the various properties that constitute the Study Area. The
County shall use its authority to wite covenants into the deeds of these properties
that would restrict the County and any future property owners from constructing
drinking-water wells in the Study Area. For properties not owned by the County but
near the Study Area, two regulatory neasures currently in effect restrict the
construction of new potable-water wells. First, the 1983 RCRA Consent Decree
requires all newresidential buildings in the area to the south of the Study Area to
be connected to the County water supply. Second, the 1991 establishnment of a
delineated area in accordance with FAC Chapter 62-524 restricts the issuance of
permts for new potable-water wells in an area 500 ft fromthe County property
boundary.

9.1.2 Extension of Water Lines and Mnitoring

. Modi fication of the existing HCDSW ground wat er-nonitoring programto include
quarterly nonitoring of a "ring" of existing and future nonitor wells placed with
the objective of defining and enclosing the area of groundwater exceeding the
Florida Primary and Secondary Drinking Water Standards and Mnimum Griteria

Figure 7.1 contains the wells to be included in the "ring" and is based on data at
the time of the Renedial Investigation. Pursuant to FDEP comments, an additiona
well shall be added to the "ring" depicted in figure 7.1. This well shall be
| ocated along the western side of Taylor Road, about 2000 ft north of Sligh Ave.
Additionally, recent ground water data indicates that nonitor well 30d is

contam nated with mercury above the 2-ppb MCL. Therefore, the "ring" outlined in
Figure 7.1 may have to be expanded by addi ng additional wells to be nonitored so
that the extent of contam nants exceeding the Florida Primary and Secondary Drinking
Water Standards and Mnimum Criteria is further defined. The initial makeup of the
nmonitor well "ring" shall be detailed during the project planning stages, and wl |l
consider the nost recent data under the current HCDSWnonitoring program It is
anticipated that at least 13 existing and future wells will constitute the "ring."

The ground water contami nants to be anal yzed for shall be identified during the
proj ect planning stages and shall consist of those chenmicals identified in the R sk
Assessnent as chem cals of concern, and of the chemicals previously detected at the
site.

Trend anal ysis shall be planned and conducted annually on the sanpling results to
eval uate the tenporal behavior of contam nants in ground water. Results of trend
anal ysis shall be delivered to EPA and DEP

The HCDSW noni toring program al so shall be nmodified to include enhanced reporting of
results to the public. Results shall be reported, after validation, in a formeasy
for the layman to understand, and shall be sent by Express Ml to the information
repository (currently located at the Thonotosassa Public Library) and to the TRCA
Al'l exceedances of renediation levels shall be identified in the reported results

The described ground water nonitoring shall be conducted at |east as |ong as ground
wat er contami nants exceed the Renedi ati on Levels (section 9.2). However, it is



possible that future inprovenents in ground water quality will justify a decrease in
frequency of sanpling or a decrease in the nunber of wells to be sanpled. EPA and
FDEP wi || consider future requests for nodifications of ground water nonitoring
program EPA, in conjunction with FDEP, will nake the final determnation on

whet her or not the nonitoring programw |l be nodified in the future

. Provi sion of County water service to human receptors within the described "ring" of
monitor wells and within a "setback" that extends 270 ft outward fromthe "ring"

Figure 7.1 outlines a setback 270 ft fromthe "ring" of nonitor wells. This setback
takes into account the rate of ground water mgration and the time necessary to
sanple the nmonitor wells and to provide owners of potentially threatened wells with
County water. Al residences or business that rely on well water for hunman
consunption within the 270-ft setback shall be supplied with County water. Omners to
be supplied with nunicipal water would not be responsible for hookup costs or inpact
fees. A detailed search would be required to | ocate residences south of Interstate
4 not connected to the County water supply. |In addition, because hookup to County
wat er woul d occur on a voluntary basis, a mechanismwould be required to inform
t hose buyers of residences whose previous owners refused to accept County water.

How best to informsuch buyers is a conplex question, and could involve various
options, including the submttal of notices acconpanying annual real estate tax
bills.

. Expansi on of the County water-supply network

The purpose of this expansion of water mains is three-fold: to connect receptors
within the previously described 270-ft setback, to support the institutional controls
under the selected renedy, and to neet a response tinme of approxinmately 1 nonth for
t he hookup of additional receptors should an increase in size occur in the area found
to exceed Florida drinking-water standards

Under FAC 62-524.300(2), permtting the construction of new potable water wells on a
property within a delineated area is prohibited where a distribution line of an
avai | abl e potable water systemis within 500 feet of the boundary of the property. The
Feasibility Study indicates that the water main surrounding the Study Area does not
qualify as a distribution main, and woul d have to be upgraded or supplenented. Very
little of the delineated area at the study area is within 500 feet of a public water
distribution line, thus under current conditions the delineated area will not result
in effective prevention of new potable well construction within delineated area

. Conti ngent expansion of nonitor well "ring"
If quarterly sanpling of nonitor wells in the "ring" (figure 7.1) reveals an
exceedance of Florida Primary and Secondary Drinking Water Standards or M ni mum
Criteria, and if the exceedance is confirmed by subsequent sanpling, then the "ring"
shal | be expanded by additional wells. Any receptors included within the expanded
"ring" and 270-ft setback shall be supplied with County water
An exceedance under this renmedy shall trigger the followi ng series of actions

- Report sanpling results to receptors in the vicinity of the affected well(s).

- Resanpl e the nonitor well.



- If confirmation sanpling shows that the exceedance is still present, then
a. extend the "ring" of nonitoring wells beyond the area of affected ground water; and

b. provide County water service to owners of downgradient wells situated within 270 ft
of the extended nonitoring "ring."

9.1.3 Natural Attenuation with Contingent Corrective Action

EPA has defined a boundary surrounding all three site landfills at which this remedy will result
in achievenent of the renediation levels (section 9.2). This boundary is terned the point of
conpliance. The location and rational of the point of conpliance is outlined in section 9.3.
Renmedi ation | evel s shall be achieved at the point of conpliance through one of the follow ng
means

. Nat ural attenuation

Contouring interpolation indicates that sone exceedances of the renmediation |evels (section
9.2) nmay be present for short distances to the south and east of the property |line (See
Figure 7.1). To neet renediation levels at the point of conpliance, the natural degradation
process is relied on, together with other attenuation processes. These processes should
reduce concentrations of contami nants to nmeet the remediation |evels.

. Contingent Corrective Action

Col | ection and treatment of ground water such that exceedances of the renediation levels are
contained within the Point of Conpliance shall be inplenented if ground water data indicate
that it is necessary. The nonitor wells that define the Point of Conpliance are identified
in Section 9.3. These wells shall be nonitored quarterly. |If quarterly sanpling of nonitor
wel I's nmaking up the Point of Conpliance reveal s exceedances of Florida Primary and Secondary
Drinking Water Standard or Mnimum Criteria, and if the exceedances are confirmed by
subsequent sanpling, then a report evaluating the need for active treatnent shall be
submitted to EPA and FDEP. The report shall consider all available ground water data at the
site including the annual trend analysis as described previously in this ROD. Such reports
shal| be submitted annually as |ong as ground water standards are exceeded at the Point of
Conpliance. EPA, in conjunction with FDEP, will consider the report recomendati ons and
will make the final deternination of the need for a corrective action.

If active aquifer punping is required, then neasures shall be taken during the design and
operation of extraction wells to reduce the risk of inducing sinkholes.

Treatment renedi es were evaluated in the RI/FS, but because rapid strides continue to be
made in innovative technol ogi es, the contingent punp-and-treat nay be nodified or replaced
by future proposals to contain the contam nation that nay prove nore effective. The

obj ective of containing ground water exceeding Florida Primary and Secondary Drinking Water
Standards and Mnimum Criteria to within the point of conpliance would remain the sane.

The Rl identifies a vapor-phase pathway to be responsible for el evated contan nant
concentrations in ground water upgradi ent of the source. This pathway nay need to be
addressed as an additional part of any ground water contai nment renedy.

9.2 Renedi ati on Level s

The purpose of this response action is to control risk posed by ingestion of and dermal contact



with ground water and to limt the mgration of contam nated ground water. Potentia
unacceptable risk at this site is posed by a variety of VOCs and netals. The Florida Prinmary
and Secondary Standards and Mnimum Griteria shall be used as the renedi ation Levels for ground
water. The specific concentrations to be used as renediation levels are found in "G ound water
Qui dance Concentrations," Florida, Department of Environmental Protection, Division of Water
Facilities, June, 1994. The baseline risk assessnent indicates that these renediation |evels
fall within the range that EPA considers protective of human heal t h.

9.3 Location of Point of Conpliance

The NCP states as a final rule that "performance shall be neasured at appropriate locations in
the ground water . . ." [FR 300.430(f) (5) (iii) (A)]. D scussion in the preanble of the NCP
indicates that EPA policy is generally to neet renediation levels at the edge of the waste left
in place (No. 46; March 8, 1990). However, the preanble continues, stating that "an alternative
poi nt of conpliance nay al so be protective of public health and the environnment under
site-specific circumstances.” In this case, EPA has established a Point of Conpliance that
surrounds all three adjacent Study Area landfills. Conpliance with the renmediation levels will
be required at the line indicated in Figure 9.1, defined by nonitor wells encircling the three
landfills. As indicated in the figure, additional wells will need to be installed and nonitored
to assess ground water quality at the Point of Conpliance

9.3.1 Site-Specific Factors
This Point of Conpliance reflects the follow ng site-specific factors
. It is unlikely that ground water within the Point of Conpliance would be used

Most of the area within the Point of Conpliance is covered by three adjacent County
landfills, the presence of which would effectively prevent the future use of ground water
beneath them Under the selected renedy, deed restrictions and other institutional controls
will be in place to prevent exposure to ground water within the Point of Conpliance

. The historical shrinkage of the plume and the proven stability of the area of
contami nati on nake contai nnent punpi ng unnecessary at this tine.

A significant amount of ground water data, spanning a period of 10 years or nore, is

avail able for area nonitor wells. Trend analysis for nonitor wells downgradient of the Site
indicates that the area in violation of Florida drinking-water standards has shrunk
significantly in recent years. Based on historic data it is anticipated that contam nant

concentrations will continue to decline in the area of the landfill.

. A consideration of cost indicates that the contingent corrective action scenario is the
nost cost effective.

Requiring conpliance with renediation |evels imediately adjacent to the landfill under

Al ternative 4 would cost an estimated $10, 200, 000, conpared wi th the probabl e cost of
$2,500, 000 for the selected remedy. The protectiveness of the selected renedy is ensured
t hrough contingent ground water treatment if ground water resources outside the Point

of Conpliance becone affected. Because the current extent of inpacted aquifer is limted
and in view of the other reasons outlined herein, the significantly increased expense
involved in active aquifer remediation is not justified at this tine.

EPA considers the outlined Point-of-Conpliance to be protective of hunan heal th when conbi ned



with the other described conponents of the sel ected renedy.

It is possible that several of the defined Point-of-Conpliance wells will contain contam nants
at levels exceeding the Florida Primary and Secondary Drinki ng Water Standards or M ni mum
Criteria. Such exceedances over two quarters will trigger an evaluation of the need for a
corrective action. Al sanpling data will be evaluated as well as subjected to trend anal ysis
to help determine the need for an active ground water renedy. Significant natural attenuation of
the ground water plunme has occurred at the site in recent years. This remedy relies on the
conti nui ng degradation process to reduce the concentration of contam nants to |levels that neet
the Remedi ation Levels at the Point of Conpliance

<I M5 SCR 0495239J>
10. 0 STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

Under its legal authority, EPA's prinmary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake
remedi al actions that achieve adequate protection of health and the environnent. In addition
Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory requirements and preferences. These
specify that, when conplete, the selected remedial action for this site must conply with
applicable or relevant and appropriate environnental standards established under federal and
state environnental |aws, unless a statutory waiver is justified. The selected remedy al so nust
be cost effective, and nust use pernanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies or
resource recovery technol ogies to the nmaxi numextent practicable. Finally, the statute includes
preference for renedi es that enploy treatment technol ogies that, as their principal elenent,
permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, nobility, or volune of hazardous wastes. The
foll owi ng subsections discuss the ways in which the selected renedy for this site neets those
statutory requirenents.

10.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The sel ected remedy protects human health and the environment through provisions to prevent

human exposure to contam nated ground water by supplying County water to residents, and through

provisions for active treatnment of ground water if nonitor well data reveals that it is needed

10. 2 Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents

Remedi al actions perfornmed under CERCLA nmust conply with all ARARs. Al alternatives considered

for the Taylor Road Landfill site were evaluated on the basis of the degree to which they

conplied with ARARs. The selected remedy was found to neet or exceed the foll owi ng ARARs.

Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs

. The Safe Drinking Water Act (40 CFR 141.11-141.16, 141.50-141.51) is relevant and
appropriate in devel opnent of ground water action |levels. The selected renedy will achieve
this ARAR, and the follow ng chemcal -specific ARARs for ground water, at the Point of

Conpl i ance (defined in Section 9.3) through two possible scenari os:

- contai nnment of contam nants by ground water punping shoul d
nonitoring data reveal that it is needed, and

- natural attenuation if past attenuation trends continue

. The Florida Primary and Secondary Drinking Water Standards and Mnimum Griteria (FAC
62-550 & 520) provide maxi num contam nant |evels that are relevant and appropriate for



ground water.

. Florida Mnimum Criteria for organol eptics, updated by FDEP's June 1994 publishing of
"Ground Water Quidance Concentrations,"” is to be considered in the devel opnent of
remedi ation levels for Site ground water.

. The dean Air Act (40 CFR 50) provides National Anbient Air Quality Standards that are
rel evant and appropriate for em ssions resulting frompotential remedial activities
conducted at the Site.

. Florida Anbient Air Quality Standards (FAC 17-2.3) are relevant and appropriate to
remedi al activities conducted at the Site that may generate air em ssions.

Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs

. The Endangered Species Act (50 CFR 402) is applicable to renedial activities conducted at
a site located in the area of a critical habitat for endangered or threatened-species.

. The Florida Rul es on Hazardous Waste Warning Signs (FAC 17-736) identify requirenents
applicable to signs around the perineter and at the entrance of the Site.

Acti on- Speci fic ARARs

. Florida Air Pollution Rules (FAC 17-2.1) are applicable to renedial activities conducted
at
the Site that may generate air em ssions.

10. 3 Cost Effectiveness

EPA' s sel ected renedy affords a higher degree of overall effectiveness in protecting the public
agai nst direct exposure and in renoving the threat posed by any future rel ease of contam nants.
The nost likely total -present-worth cost estinmate for this alternative is $2,500,000. |If
attenuation trends reverse and punping is required to contain Site contamination, then the
total -present-worth estimte woul d be $7, 300, 000.

The sel ected renedy affords overall effectiveness proportional to its cost, such that the renedy
represents a reasonabl e value for the noney. Wen the relationship between cost and overal |
effectiveness of the selected remedy is viewed in light of the other alternatives, then the

sel ected renedy appears to be cost effective.

10. 4 Use of Permanent Sol utions to the Maxi num Extent Practicable

EPA has determned that the selected renedy is the nost appropriate cleanup solution for

renmedi ating ground water at the Taylor Road Landfill site, and that it provides the best bal ance
anong the evaluation criteria for renedial alternatives considered. This remedy provides
effective protection to potential human and environnental receptors in both the short and | ong
term and is cost effective.

SARA provides for EPA to sel ect pernanent renedi es where feasible. Excavation of the landfill
material is not considered feasible. The selected renedy provides for a pernmanent sol ution

t hrough prevention of exposure to contam nated ground water and, if determ ned necessary,

t hrough active contai nnent of ground water.

10.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal El enent



By nonitoring Site contam nation and by restricting access to affected ground water, the

sel ected renedy addresses the threat of future direct contact with, or ingestion of,

contam nated ground water. However, this renedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for
treatnent as a principal element. Treatnent of source material at a landfill (where no hot spots
can be identified) is not practicable and is not EPA policy. Inplenentation of ground water
treatnment would occur if future ground water data indicates the need, and woul d contai n ground
water contamination to within the Point of Conpliance

11. 0 DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Tayl or Road Landfill site, which was released for public conment in
July 1995, identified Aliternative 3 as the preferred alternative for the Site. EPA reviewd al
witten and verbal coments submtted during the public comment period fromJuly 17, 1995

t hrough August 16, 1995

Based upon the requirenents of CERCLA section 117(b), EPA has determ ned that one significant
change has been nade to the selected renedy fromthe tine that it was proposed in the Proposed
Plan until final adoption of the renedy in this Record of Decision. The change is to the
criteria to be used to determ ne whether or not active ground water treatnent is needed

The Proposed Plan indicated that active treatnment would be required if trend analysis reveal ed a
"reversal" of trends now occurring at the site. Wile the trend analysis will still be
inportant in this determnation, there nay be additional unforeseen factors that will also be
considered. The remedy as adopted in this decision docunent requires an eval uati on of the need
for active treatnment if renmediation |levels are exceeded in the Point of Conpliance wells, and
the exceedance is confirned. Such evaluations will occur annually as |ong as the exceedances
continue. The evaluation/s will consider the trend analysis as well as other site data. EPA
and FDEP wi || consider the evaluation recommendati ons and will then nake the determ nation of
whet her or not active ground water treatnent is needed



APPENDI X A
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
TAYLOR ROAD LANDFI LL SUPERFUND S| TE

The Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public coment period fromJuly 17, 1995 to
August 16, 1995 for interested parties to comment on EPA's Proposed Plan. During this coment
period on July 27, 1995, EPA held a public neeting at the Evans Park Comunity Center. At this
tinme, EPA representatives presented the results of the studies undertaken at the site and al so
EPA's preferred alternative for the site

A summary of EPA' s response to comments received during the public comment period, known as the
responsi veness summary, is required under Section 117 of CERCLA. EPA has considered all of

the comments summarized in this responsiveness summary in determning the final selected renedy
presented in the Record of Decision

Thi s responsi veness summary consists of the followi ng sections

A, Background of Community I|nvol venent and Concerns: This section provides a brief
hi story
of community interest and concerns regarding the Taylor Road Landfill Site.

B. Summary of Major Questions and Comments Received During the Public Corment Period and
EPA' s Responses: This section presents both oral and witten coments subnmitted during
the public neeting and public comment period, and provi des the responses to these
conment s.

A.  Background of Community Invol venrent and Concerns

In accordance with Sections 113 and 117 of CERCLA, EPA has conducted community relations
activities at the Taylor Road Landfill site to ensure that the public renains inforned
concerning progress at the site

A community relations plan (CRP) was devel oped in 1989 and revised in 1993 to establish EPA' s
plan for community participation during renedial activities. |In Decenber 1993, EPA approved the
Tayl or Road Givic Association's (TRCA) application for a Technical Assistance Gant (TAG.
Congress included provisions in SARA to establish the grant programto pronote public

i nvol venent in the decisions nade on site-specific cleanup strategi es under Superfund. The TRCA
has used the grant funds to hire a technical advisor to help it understand and have input into
the RI/FS process. The comunity group's technical advisor attended several RI/FS planning
neetings and has hel ped the group to generate comments on draft versions of various R/FS
docunents. Many of these comments have been incorporated into or considered in the fina
docunent s.

Fol | owi ng conpl etion of the Feasibility Study (FS), a Proposed Plan fact sheet was nmiled to
local residents and public officials in July, 1995. The fact sheet detailed EPA' s preferred
alternative for addressing the ground water contam nation at the Tayl or Road Landfill Site.
Additionally, the Adm nistrative Record for the site, which contains site related docunents
including the R and FS reports and the Proposed Plan, was nade available for public review at
the information repository in the Thonotosassa Public Library. A notice of the availability of
the Administrative Record for the Tayl or Road Landfill Site was published in the Tanpa Tri bune
on July 16, 1995



Attendance at the July 27 public neeting was high and many concerns and opi ni ons were voi ced.

In addition EPA received witten comments during the comment period. The nmajority of the
commrents indicated that a |arger area should be supplied with nunicipal water than that outlined
in the proposed remedy. Several comments indicated the need to clarify various aspects of the
proposed renedy. EPA s responses to specific comrents and concerns are summarized in Section B
Section 9 of the ROD incorporates several changes or clarifications to the proposed renedy which
were nade based on comments received during the public coment period

A transcript of the public neeting was prepared by a certified court reporter, and this docunent
is a part of the Adm nistrative Record upon which the renedy selected in the Record of Decision
i s based.

Fol | owi ng the issuance of the final Record of Decision, EPA w Il continue to keep the community
inforned about progress at the site through fact sheets and i nformal information neetings.

Addi tionally, docunents pertaining to the inplenentation of the remedy will be placed in the
information repository at the Thonotosassa Public Library.

B. Summary of Major Questions and Comments Received During the Public Comment Period and EPA' s
Responses

1. COWMMENT

O the persons that sent in witten comments, approxinmately 21 indicated that area residents
shoul d be supplied with nmunicipal water. Several additional commenters specified that the area
to be supplied with water should be larger than that descri bed under the proposed renedy (i.e.
the area should be at least as |large as what is described in alternative 2a). Four residents
indicated that they were buying bottled water because they were afraid to drink their well

wat er .

RESPONSE

During the renedial investigation, the extent of ground water contami nation was determined. In
addi tion, the area under which ground water exceeds Maxi mum Contam nant Levels, or contains
contam nants which could pose a significant risk to hunan health, was defined. Under the
proposed renedy all residences within this area, and within a buffer zone outward fromthis
area, will be supplied with nmunicipal water (an estimated 20 residences). This buffer zone
provides an extra margin of safety and will help insure that the population is not exposed to
site contam nants at | evels posing an unacceptabl e risk

The RI/FS indicated that based on historical data, the plume of contam nants under the site
appears to be stable and thus is not likely to spread significantly. Monitoring will detect any
expansion in the area of contam nated ground water, and the buffer zone would be expanded if
necessary.

It is EPA's position that based on current site conditions, the federal governnent woul d not
have the authority to require Hillsborough County and the other responsible parties to supply
nmuni ci pal water to a larger area than that described in the proposed renedy. To require the
larger area to be hooked up, as described under alternative 2a, the data woul d have to indicate
that the landfill poses a current threat, or a reasonable potential for a future threat, to a
much | arger area

EPA' s decision not to require alternative 2a is based on conditions related to the site, and is
not based on factors or sources that may affect local ground water quality that are not rel ated
to the site. The site is located in the Brandon Karst Terrain, which is characterized by



internal drainage, sink holes, karst conduits, and the | ack of a conpetent confining |ayer above
the Floridan aquifer. Because of the geol ogi c nmakeup of the area, residential wells are
particularly vul nerable to both point-source and non point-source contam nation. Residents in
this area should receive priority under any plans that H |l sborough County has to develop its
wat er supply network. The water |ine extensions required under the proposed renedy coul d be

al so be used by the County for such future devel opment of the water supply network.

2. COMMENT

A nunber of verbal and witten commrents indicated that the residents to be supplied with water
shoul d get free water. They said that they could not afford the water, or indicated that because
they did not cause the contam nation that they should not have to pay for water

RESPONSE

Under the sel ected remedy approxi mately 20 residents would be supplied with nunicipal water.
These 20 residents would not be required to pay a hookup fee or an inpact fee, but woul d be
responsi bl e for paying their nmonthly water utility fee

3. COMMENT

A citizen expressed concern that if a sinkhole were to develop under the landfills the remedy
woul d not prevent private wells from being contani nated

RESPONSE

EPA's preferred alternative will be designed to detect any significant increase in contam nant
mgration fromthe study area. A buffer zone within which people will be supplied with
nmuni ci pal water will be established to provide an extra neasure of safety. |If such an

unf oreseen change in site conditions results in increased contami nant migration, this buffer
zone woul d be expanded. The renedy will be designed to supply residents w th nunicipal water
before landfill-related contam nants could potentially mgrate into their wells.

4. COMVENT

One commenter indicated that according to a recent Wall Street Journal article that none of the
Superfund sites in the Sout heast had been "cl eaned up"

RESPONSE

The article did indicate that only 1 site had been "cl eaned", and indicated fal sely that EPA was
the source of this information. There is no category for "cleaned" sites that EPA uses to track
the progress of superfund sites. EPA responded to the article by providing the rel evant,

correct and current information to the WAll Street Journal. O the 176 NPL sites in the

sout heast, 29 sites have had early actions (renovals) conpleted, 60 sites have substantia
construction work under way, construction has been conpleted on 44 sites, and 10 sites have been
del eted fromthe NPL.

5.  COMMENT

A citizen asked if institutional controls would prevent new drinking water wells in areas EPA
felt were going to be contam nat ed.

RESPONSE



In January 1991, a delineated area was established under a state rule, that would prevent new
potable water wells within 500 feet of the site property boundary. For the delineated area to
be enforceable a water distribution Iine nmust be available in the area for residents to hook up
to.

6. COWENT
A citizen requested clarification on which wells would be sanpled quarterly.
RESPONSE

Al wells in the "ring" of nonitor wells described under the proposed renedy will be sanpl ed
quarterly. Many additional wells are |located both within and outside of the study area and have
been sanpled at varying intervals. The sanpling frequency of these additional wells wll be
determ ned during the planning stages of the project.

7. COMMENT

One citizen inquired about how the water would be treated if the contingency punp-and-treat
portion of the proposed renedy was triggered.

RESPONSE

The specific treatnent process would be planned during a design process, and woul d depend on the
concentrations in the water. The water woul d be passed through an air stripper and the volatile
organics would go into the atnosphere. |f concentrations were too high, one option would be to
treat the water with activated carbon. The activated carbon would then be |andfilled

i nci nerated, orregenerated.

8. COMMENT

A commenter indicated that choosing alternative 2a in conjunction with the proposed renedy
instead of 2b would result in a significantly decreased "per-house" cost associated with
suppl yi ng 490 residences with nunici pal water as apposed to 20 resi dences. The commenter

cal cul ated that the proposed remedy cost of 2.2 mllion dollars divided anong 20 residents woul d
cost nuch nore per house than alternative 2a, which would supply approximately 490 residents for
4.6 mllion dollars.

Response

It is true that supplying the greater nunber of residences with municipal water would result in
| ess noney spent per-household. This is because a certain portion of the water distribution
networ k woul d have to be constructed regardl ess of whether or 20 residences were supplied or 490
resi dences were supplied. Nevertheless, supplying the | arger nunber of residents with water
woul d cost an estimated additional 2 mllion dollars; a cost which EPA could not force

H |1 sborough County (and the other responsible parties) to pay unless it were necessitated by
site conditions.

Shoul d H I | sborough County decide to incorporate the water |ines required under the proposed
remedy into future plans to develop its water distribution network (i.e. to supply additional
areas not required by the proposed renedy), sone of the cost of the water lines would be
recuperated since part of the water distribution infrastructure would already be in place

9. COMMENT



One citizen enquired about the cost saving fromthe estimated cost of the proposed alternative
if the County extended the water nmain across I-4 in conjunction with the proposals and offer to
share costs nmade by representatives of the Lazy Days RV center. Many citizens expressed their
opinion at the public neeting and in witten comments that this "public-private" cooperati on was
a good idea and woul d save noney.

RESPONSE

H |1 sborough County is currently pursuing an agreenment with representatives of the Lazy Days RV
center to extend the water main across |-4. The extent to which the cost of the renedy woul d be
reduced will depend on the negotiated agreenent to share costs between the County and the
private interests. EPA has outlined the objectives of the proposed renedy, but did not outline
specifically howto fulfill these objectives. It is in the County's and the other responsible
party's best interest to nake the required extensions of the water supply network in the nost
efficient nmanner possible.

10. COMMENT

Several citizens questioned the conclusion of the Renedial Investigation that the H I sborough
Heights landfill is not contributing significantly to the ground water contam nation. They
questi oned how contam nation fromthe Tayl or Road Landfill have seem ng migrated up-gradient to
areas along the western portion of the site. One commenter asked why a dye test was not run to
determine which landfill/s are acting as a source

RESPONSE

Significant effort was expended during the renedial investigation to address the question of
whet her or not the Hillsborough Heights Landfill is contributing significantly to the ground
wat er contam nation. Wen considering the nmany lines of investigation pursued in the Renedi a

I nvestigation, the weight of evidence indicates that the Tayl or Road Landfill is the nain source
of ground water contam nation, and that the Hillsborough Heights landfill is not contributing
significantly.

There are several possible nechanisns that coul d explain how contam nants at the site nay appear
sonewhat up-gradi ent of a source area under the Taylor Road Landfill. First, a significant
network of interconnected void space exists both in the unconsolidated naterial above the
limestone and in the linestone itself. Contam nants can mgrate through these void spaces in a
vapor phase and condense in up-gradient areas. Second, migration of water through conduits in
the unsaturated zone is independent of the flow direction in the saturated zone and nay result
in contamnation of the aquifer in areas up gradient of or lateral to the source. Third, when
the potentionetric surface is viewed on a local scale, ground water noundi ng can be seen, which
could result in localized contamnant migration in all directions fromthe source. This
phenonenon was probably nore pronounced before the installation of the landfill cap, when
significant anounts of water could flush through the landfill and disperse in all directions.

Conducting A dye tracer study was considered during the scopi ng phase of the Renedia
Investigation as a tool to determne if the H llsborough Heights landfill is |eaking. The
possibility was rejected based, in part, on previous failed efforts to conduct dye studies in a
Karst areas simlar to what exists at the site

Even considering the results of the extensive work conducted in the R to distinguish between
sources, EPA feels that it is difficult to show conclusively at this site, that the H Il sborough
Hei ghts Landfill is not a source of contami nation. New evidence could reveal that it is a
source. Alternatively, conditions could change at the site causing the H |l sborough Hei ghts



landfill to begin acting as a source. The overall objectives of the proposed renedy woul d
remai n the sane regardl ess of whether or not the H |l sborough Heights landfill is ever
determined to be contami nating the ground water

11. COMMENT

Several residents expressed concern that the County might not conply with the requirenents to
conduct quarterly nmonitoring and to deliver the results to interested parties

RESPONSE

It will be the responsibility of EPA and DEP to enforce the requirenents of the sel ected renedy
to conduct quarterly nonitoring and to send the results in atinmely fashion to the infornation
repository (now |l ocated at the Thonotosassa Public Library). It is also anticipated that a copy
of sanpling results will be sent to the TRCA The parties responsible for conducting the renedy
will be legally required to inplement all conponents of the renedy.

12. COMMVENT
A commenter asked why there are no nonitor wells north of Pruett Road
RESPONSE

There are fewer nonitor wells north of the site because ground water does not flow in that
direction. Several wells were place in these up-gradient areas to assess background water
quality conditions and to confirmthat significant mgration of contamnants is not occurring to
the north.

13. COMMENT

A few comenters inquired as to why residents to the south of the site were supplied with water
many years ago while other residents were not hooked up

RESPONSE

Resi dents to the south of the site were supplied with County water because groundwater data
taken during that tine indicated that a plume of ground water contam nation was extending
downgradi ent to the south. Mre recent data has indicated significant attenuation of the plune.

14. COMMENT

One resident commented that EPA' s risk assessnent does not address the hospital waste buried in
the landfills

RESPONSE

EPA is not directed under CERCLA to consider hospital wastes in the R sk Assessnent process.
However, human pat hogens are not expected to survive for long periods of tine in a |andfil

envi ronnent since the pathogens woul d be outside the human body, and in conpetition with a host
of other microorganisns. |In addition, hospital wastes disposed of at the H Il sborough Hei ghts
Landfill are isolated fromdirect human exposure by the landfill cap and cover

15. COMMENT



A commenter indicated that it has been taking too long for sanpling results to becone avail abl e
to the public

RESPONSE

The detailed reporting requirenents for the sanpling results will be outlined during the

pl anni ng phases of the renedy. A period of approximately 60 days fromthe sanpling date to the
delivery of the results would seemappropriate. In addition, it is anticipated that public input
will be sought to determne the nost understandable format for the data

16. COWVENT

One resident asked how nuch tine a well in the "ring" has to be contam nated to trigger an
expansion of the "ring"

RESPONSE

If the renediation level is exceeded for two consecutive quarterly sanpling rounds, then the
"ring" woul d be expanded and any additional residents included within the "ring" and 270" buffer
zone woul d be supplied with rmunicipal water.

17. COMVENT

One resident asked why well 31d was being used in the "ring" of wells to be nonitored instead of
wel |l 32d. Specifically, the commenter was concerned that based on past sanpling results for
Mercury, detections in well 32d woul d not be consi dered

RESPONSE

The particular wells nmaking up the "ring" were chosen, in part, to provide consistent spacing of

wells and to elimnate gaps in the nmonitor well "ring". The wells in the "ring" were al so
chosen to enclose the area exceeding the renediation levels. Mrcury levels at well 32d have
not exceeded the 2 ppb MCL in recent years. Well F-2 is included in the defined "ring", and

is located in close proximty to well 32d. Any future elevated nercury concentration affecting
32d will nmost likely be detected in well F-2, and will cause the "ring" to be expanded

18. COMMENT

What will be the screened depth and screened interval of the perineter nonitor wells to be
install ed?

RESPONSE

The specific design of the nonitoring wells will be outlined during the planning stages of the
project. Typically ground water nonitoring wells have screened intervals of 10 feet. The
Remedi al Investigation determ ned that the nost contam nated zone under the site is near the top
of the aquifer. The wells will be screened within this zone.

19. COMMENT

Alternative 3 states that the recovery wells are to be located "at the southern boundary”. Wat
happens if the contam nation mgrates to the east, east or north?

RESPONSE



The feasibility study is not intended to substitute for a detailed design of the remedy, but
rather to provide prelimnary informati on on which to base renedy decisions. The statenent that
recovery wells would be |ocated at the southern boundary is based on the observed ground water
flowdirections at the site. It would be determ ned during the design of a punp and treat
remedy, if triggered, the specific neans by which contam nants at concentrations exceedi ng the
remedi ation |l evels woul d be contained within the defined point of conpliance. This point of
conpliance encircles the site and woul d address the contami nation no nmatter which direction it
m gr at ed.

20. COMMENT

Recent testing of private well P1-A has reveal ed | evels of Mercury above the MCL. WII the
users of this well be supplied with potable water, and will the nonitor well "ring" be expanded?

RESPONSE
The resident nearest well P1-A and possibly other residents al ong Mango road appear to be within

the buffer zone and thus will receive nunicipal water regardless of whether or not the "ring" is
expanded. Recent sanpling of nonitoring well 30d has reveal ed | evel s of nercury slightly above

the remediation level. There will be at l|east two additional rounds of sanpling results
avail able for nonitor well 30d by the tine the details of the renedy are planned and
inplenented. |If the levels of mercury above the renediation | evel of 2 ppmpersists in well 30d

or increases in the other wells in the "ring" then the "ring" and buffer zone will be expanded.
21. COWMENT

A citizen was concerned that past data fromseveral private wells, including P-1, P-2, and P-3
was not considered during the RI/FS, and that these wells have not been sanpl ed recently.

RESPONSE

It was decided at during RI/FS scoping to use data no older that 1990. A nonitoring well is
proposed to be installed in the area of private wells P-1, P-2, and P-3. Sanpling of this well
will reveal if contamnant levels in that area are currently elevated, and if response actions
need to be taken

22. COMMENT

What if the private property owners will not grant "right of entry" for the placenment and
sanpling of any needed nonitor wells?

RESPONSE

This issue is common to nost sites with renedies calling for significant nonitoring. The steps
or efforts required to gain access to private property will be outlined in future planning
docunent s.

23. COWENT

Who chooses which wells will be sanpled quarterly?

RESPONSE

Al of the wells conprising the "ring" will be sanpled quarterly. The location and sanpling



frequency of the remaining wells will be determ ned during the renedial action planning phase
24. COWENT

Can "reverse osnosis" units be considered for the individuals that are on bottled water now and
until water |ines can be provide?

RESPONSE

The remedy, once detailed during the planning phase, will include steps to supply potable water
whil e a household is awaiting hookup to nunicipal water. There is no current requirenent that
these residents be supplied-with a reverse osnbsis system

25. COMMENT

Mercury has been detected periodically in private well P-1a and in nonitoring well 30d at
concentrations in excess of the 2 mcrograns/liter MCL. Mst recently, concentrations in wel
P-1a renmi ned above the MCL from Cctober 1994 until My 1995; however, the June 1995 sanple
concentration was bel ow the MCL. The renedi al investigation exam ned the 1990-1993 detections
and concluded that the nercury did not derive fromthe Study Area landfills for the follow ng
reasons:

a. If the mercury in well P-1a derived fromground water transport fromthe H |l sbhorough
Hei ghts Landfill, it would be necessary for the nercury to be in that landfill's
| eachate. The analysis of |eachate sanples did not detect mercury.

b. If the mercury in well P-l1la derived fromvapor transport, it would have to correlate
with
the sporadic detections of VOCs in wells on the west side of the H |l sborough Heights
Landfill. It did not. The nercury detections reported after 1993 (since the R data)
still do not correspond with the VCCs.
Thus, the origin of the nercury is in question. It is inportant to note that because the

concentrations of mercury were | ow and sporadi c over 1990-1993, the origin of the nercury was
not thoroughly investigated as part of the RI. W understand that the renedial designis to
locate any additionally needed nonitoring wells. Their |ocations should be based in part on an
anal ysis of the origin and transport node of the nercury detected in P-1a and 30d

RESPONSE

EPA agrees with the part of the comment indicating that the origin of the nercury is in
question, but questions the assertion that the mercury is not a result of site landfilling
activities. The nercury could have mgrated to the western portion of the site in periods of
ground water noundi ng. The nounding nmay have resulted fromhigh rainfall events before the
Tayl or Road Landfill cap was installed

Monitor well data seens to indicate that the nercury may be originating fromw thin the study
area. Wlls 16d, 17d, 23d, and TR-5d have not been sanpl ed since 1990, but showed nercury

| evel s above the MCL that year (20.2 ppb, 20.3 ppb, 42.3 ppb, and 20.6 ppb respectively). No
off-site source has been identified that would explain these-elevated | evel s of nercury.

The sel ected renmedy nekes the conservative assunption that the mercury is site related, and wll
protect human health and the environnent fromthis contamnant. Al though EPA does not find it
necessary for inplenmentation of the proposed remedy to require further study to better define



the origins of the detected nmercury, EPA will consider any new information provided.
26. COWMENT

The current ground water nonitoring programshoul d be adjusted as part of the renedial design
The adj ustment shoul d acconplish the follow ng

a. For governnental efficiency reasons, the adjusted nonitoring program prepared under
Super fund shoul d supersede the current nonitoring requirements that evolved fromthe
Sept enber 1983 RCRA consent decree.

b. For cost effectiveness reasons, the adjusted program shoul d provide that the frequency

of
sanpling and the nunber of anal ytes should be reduced comrensurate with future reduction
in the concentrations of contam nants
c. Because of the better understandi ng provided by the R of ground water conditions, the
frequency and scope of the current nonitoring of some existing wells should be reduced
such that the new wells could be sanpled at no increase in total nonitoring cost.
RESPONSE

The proposed renedy has been detailed in section 9 of the ROD to allow for nodification of the
previous nonitoring program The renedy requires that all the wells making up the "ring" wll
be sanpled quarterly, while allowing the determ nati on of sanpling frequency of the remaining

wells to occur during the project planning stage. |In addition, the | anguage of section 9 has
been nodified as a result of this comment to allow for a future reduction in sanpling if site

conditions warrant.

Al though minimzing the cost of the nodified ground water sanpling programis inportant to EPA
the ability of the nmonitoring to identify threats to human health and the environnent is of
primary concern

27. COMMENT

G ound water extraction will increase the probability of sink hole formation which could be
detrinental to the integrity of the landfills and could i npact adjacent infrastructure, such as
I1-4. Therefore, ground water extraction should only be contenplated if there is a significant
increase in ground water concentrations near receptors

RESPONSE

The proposed renmedy does not require ground water extraction unless nonitoring data reveals that
it is needed. Measures would have to be taken during the design and inplenentati on of any
required ground water extraction to address the possible threat of inducing sink holes

Threat to current receptors should not be the only criteria used to determ ne whether or not to
punp-and-treat. Supplying residents with rmunicipal water is inportant to protect human health
but does nothing to protect the ground water as a resource. The people of the Tanpa area face a
significant challenge in nmeeting their future ground water needs. Area nunicipalities my
eventually need to rely on the ground water resources in the imediate vicinity of the site.

28. COMMENT



The increase in probability of sink hole formati on should be the major factor in the selection
of the point of conpliance. The point of conpliance should not prolong or trigger unnecessary
ground water extraction

RESPONSE

EPA has used the flexibility provided in the NCP to set a point of conpliance surrounding al
three site landfills. The point of conpliance defined in section 9, along with the other

provi sions of the selected renmedy, does not result in an unnecessary triggering of ground water
extraction.

29. COMMENT

Under the "Conpliance with ARARS" section of the EPA fact sheet, it is stated that alternatives
1,2 and 3 do not address the CERCLA policy that ground water at the landfill perinmeter should
satisfy federal drinking water standards.

EPA has identified alternative 3 as the preferred course of action. |s the CERCLA policy being
wai ved as the result of the selection of the U S. EPA s preferred renedial alternative 3? Can
this CERCLA policy be waived? If so, why can it be waived? Wuld the selection of renedia
alternative 4 instead of preferred alternative 3 exclude the collection and treatnment of

contam nated groundwater along the nargin of the waste footprint for both the 10.6 FDOT Borrow
Pit Landfill and the 64 acre Hillsborough Heights Landfill?

RESPONSE

Di scussion in the preanble of the National Contingency Plan (NCP) (No. 46; March 8, 1990)
indicates that EPA policy is generally to neet renediation levels at the edge of the waste left
in place. However, the preanble continues, stating that "an alternative point of conpliance may
al so be protective of public health and the environnent under site-specific circunstances." EPA
believes that factors specific to the Taylor Road site justify a point of conpliance other than
at the edge of the waste left in place. A detailed description of these factors and the

| ocation of the point of conpliance is found in section 9.3 of the ROD. Because flexibility is
provided in the NCP, a fornmal waiver of the general CERCLA policy is not needed

Alternative 4, if it were selected, would require conpliance with renediation |evels at the edge
of the Taylor Road Landfill. The R concludes that the H Il sborough Heights Landfill and FDOT
Borrow Pit are not significant sources of ground water contamnation. |If this conclusion is not
correct, or the landfills were to begin acting as a source in the future, then alternative 4
woul d likely have to be nodified during inplenmentation to address the additional sources.

30. COWMENT

How long is the quarterly nonitoring proposed to be continued?

RESPONSE

Monitoring of the wells will continue at |east as |long as contaninants associated with the site
exceed the renediation levels. However, future ground water quality inprovenents nmay justify a
reduction in frequency or nunber of wells to be nonitored. Future requests to nodify the

initial nmonitoring programw |l be considered and nust be approved by EPA (upon consultation
with FDEP) before such nodifications can be inpl enented



